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I, REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is tine Hewlett-Packard Development Company 
^ (HPDC), a Texas Limited Partnership, having its principal place of business in 
Houston, Texas, through its merger with Compaq Computer Corporation (CCC) 
which owned Compaq Information Technologies Group, L.P. (CITG). The 
assignment from the CCC to CITG was recorded on November 16, 2001, at 
Reel/Frame 012305/0944. The Change of Name Document was recorded on 
May 12, 2004, at Reel/Frame 014628/0103. 
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II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

Appellants are unaware of any related appeals or interferences. 
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III. STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Originally filed claims: 1 -21 . 
Claim cancellations; 1 3 

Added claims: 22-23. 
Presently pending claims: 1-12 and 1 4-23 
Presently appealed claims: 1-12 and 14-23 
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IV. STATUS OF THE AMENDMENTS 

No claims were amended after the final Office action dated June 29, 2004. 
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V. SUMMARY OF THE CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The invention is a solution to a problem caused by the fact that the WWW 
contains an extrennely large nunnber of documents. Conventional search engines 
based on searching for a given topic may require excessive amounts of time and 
computer resources to actually search the entire content of the web to identify 
documents related to a submitted topic when that topic is submitted. They also 
have difficulty in filtering out documents which are of low quality. See page 1, 
lines 9-15. 

The present invention reduces the time and effort required to provide a 
ranked list of documents after a query is submitted by breaking the process into 
two broad phases. See page 4, lines 1-2. The first phase, expert lookup, is 
performed before any search query is received, i.e., in a preprocessing step. See 
page 4, lines 1-8, page 6, lines 23-24, and step 202 in Fig. 2(a). The second 
phase is a topic-based search which occurs only after receipt of a topic based 
query and requires searching of only the expert documents from the first phase 
and documents to which the experts point. See page 4, lines 9-17, page 6, lines 
25-29 and steps 206, 208 of Fig. 2(a). The search after receipt of a topic-based 
query is dramatically simplified by reducing the number of documents which must 
be searched. 

Figs. 3(a) and 3(b) provide alternative methods for determining expert 
pages which is the first phase of the invention. These methods are described in 
the specification beginning at page 8, line 25 through page 9, line 9. The list of 
expert pages is created without reference to a topic. The process for identifying 
experts is based on factors other than specific topics. 

The first phase may also include indexing of the expert list by topics to 
create an expert reverse index. See Fig. 4 and the specification at page 9, line 
11 through page 10, line 9. This step also occurs after the experts have been 
identified, but before a topic based query is received. 

The second phase begins when a topic-based query is received. It begins 
by ranking the expert documents according to the submitted topic. See Fig. 8 
and the specification at page 10, line 11, through page 11, line 19. As with any 
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known topic based ranking, documents which do not have any, or not enough, 
key phrases nnatching the query topic receive a low or zero ranking, which is 
equivalent to being deleted or removed from the subset created by the ranking 
process. This step therefore results in a small set of expert documents related to 
the query topic. 

The second phase then includes ranking target documents identified by 
the small set of expert documents identified above. See Fig. 9 and the 
specification at page 1 1 , line 21 through page 1 3, line 2. The target document set 
is dramatically smaller than the set of all documents on the web which may 
include the query topic. But the target documents are qualified by having been 
identified, pointed to, by the expert documents identified in the first phase of the 
process. As with known topic based ranking processes, the documents which 
receive low scores are deleted and not included in the list returned in response to 
the query. 



34443-01/2162.14900 



Page 8 of 18 



HP PDNO 200308296-1 



Appl. No. 09/418,418 

Appeal Brief dated October 13, 2004 

Reply to final Office action of June 29, 2004 

VL GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Whether claims 1, 20 and 21 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph. 

Whether claims 1, 20 and 21-23 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
over ChakrabartI et al. (Automatic resource compilation by analyzing hyperlink 
structure and associated Text April 14, 1998) in view of Liddy et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,304.864). 

Whether claims 2-10 and 19 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over 
Chakrabarti et al. in view of Liddy et al. and Yu (U.S. Patent No. 6,167,552). 

Whether claims 14-18 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over 
Chakrabarti et al. in view of Liddy et al. and Page (U.S. Patent No. 6,285,999). 

Whether claims 11-12 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over 
Chakrabarti et al in view of Liddy et al and Chakrabarti (U.S. Patent 
No. 4,41 8,433). 
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VII. ARGUMENT 

A. Detailed argument re 112 rejections. 

In the final Office action of June 29, 2004, the independent claims 1, 20 
and 21 were for the first time rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounfing to a gap 
between the steps. The allegedly omitted steps are: searching step for the topic 
after the crawling process and before the ranking of the expert documents in 
accordance with the search query. 

The Appellants submit that claims 1, 20 and 21 dearly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which the Appellants regard as the invention. 

The first step of the second phase of the invention is ranking the expert 
documents (identified in the first phase) after receipt of a query topic. As noted in 
the summary of the invention above, it is well known in the art that topic based 
ranking means searching the content of a set of documents (in this case the set 
of expert documents) for the topic and applying various metrics to assign a 
relevancy value. Documents which do not contain the topic terms or otherwise 
fail to meet the metrics are assigned a low, or zero, relevancy value. Low 
relevancy documents are not reported back and may be considered to be deleted 
from the list of documents. Thus, it is inherent in the ranking step that the 
documents are searched for the topic, since that is in fact a primary metric by 
which a relevancy score is assigned. 

B. Detailed argument re 103 rejections. 

Claims 1, 20 and 21-23 were finally rejected as being unpatentable over 
the Chakrabarti et al publication, (Automatic resource compilation by analyzing 
hyperlink structure and associated Text April 14, 1998) in view of the Liddy et al. 
(US Patent No. 6,304,864). 

None of the references teaches or suggests the step of "forming a set of 
expert documents from the set of all hypertext documents crawled without 
reference to the search query." All of the references perform searching based on 
a query topic. 
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In the final Office action with specific reference to claims 1, 20 and 21, the 
Examiner acknowledged that "Chakrabarti does not teach forming a set of expert 
documents from the set of all hypertext documents crawled without reference to 
the search query." The Examiner asserts that "Liddy teaches 'the agents crawl 
the web and retrieve relevant documents (col. 4, lines 29-59) and rank the 
retrieval result by the values (col. 11, lines 28-39)." The Examiner further asserts 
that it would therefore have been obvious to include crawling and ranking the 
results as disclosed by Liddy into Chakrabarti in order to organize relevancy of 
documents on the web. 

The Appellants agree that Chakrabarti does not teach forming a set of 
expert documents without reference to the query. The first step disclosed by 
Chakrabarti is a topic-based search of a collection of pages. In Section 2, 
Algorithm, Chakrabarti says that "Given a topic, the algorithm first gathers a 
collection of pages from which it will distill ones that it considers the best for the 
topic." Chakrabarti explains that the way to form this set is: "The topic is sent to 
a term-based search engine _ AltaVista in our case - and a root set of 200 
documents containing the topic term(s) is collected." Thus Chakrabarti begins its 
process with a topic-based search. Chakrabarti could not begin the process 
without the topic, because the first step uses the topic. 

The Liddy reference deals primarily with training of neural networks to 
crawl the web. The neural networks are trained to identify and rank relevant 
documents. However, relevancy is based on the query. The process begins with 
a user "query representing the information the user wishes to retrieve." See the 
Abstract. Then the agents execute searches on different search engines on the 
network "in accordance with the query." The "subject categories and important 
terms of each documenf are processed to determine the retrieval value, i.e.. 
relevancy, of each document. At Col. 6, lines 27-29, Liddy states that the agent 
server operates in accordance with the user profile, which includes the query, see 
col. 5, lines 66-67. The retrieval value of a document is based on the frequency 
or absence of the subject categories and important terms in the query. See col. 6, 
lines 50-53, Throughout the Liddy reference, every process for training a neural 
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network to search for documents, and every searching step begins with the ternns 
from the query. Thus Liddy begins its process with a topic-based search. Liddy 
could not begin the process without the topic, because the first step uses the 
topic. 

Thus neither of the cited references teaches or suggests forming a set of 
expert documents from the set of all documents crawled without reference to the 
search query. Since neither reference includes such a teaching, the combination 
cannot contain or make obvious such a teaching. The Appellants submit that 
Claims 1 , 20 and 21 are patentable over the cited references. 

All other appealed claims depend directly or indirectly from Claims 1, 20 
and 21 . Since Claims 1 , 20 and 21 have been shown to be patentable over the 
cited references, the Appellants submit that the other appealed claims are also 
patentable over the cited references. 
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VIII. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, Appellants respectfully submit that the 
Exanniner erred in rejecting all pending claims. It is believed that no extensions of 
time or fees are required, beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in 
documents accompanying this paper. However, in the event that additional 
extensions of time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such 
extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees 
required (including fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be 
charged to Hewlett-Packard Development Compan/s Deposit Account No. 08- 
2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Albert C. Metrailer 
PTO Reg. No. 27,145 
CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 
(713) 238-8000 (Phone) 
(713) 238-8008 (Fax) 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANTS 

HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 

Intellectual Property Administration 

Legal Dept., M/S 35 

P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, CO 80527-2400 
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IX. CLAIMS APPENDIX 

1 . (Previously presented) A computer-implemented method for searching a 
large number of hypertext documents in accordance with a search query, 
comprising: 

forming a set of expert documents from the set of all hypertext documents 

crawled without reference to the search query; 
ranking the expert documents in accordance with the search query; 
ranking target documents pointed to by the ranked expert documents; and 
returning a results list based on the ranked target documents. 

2. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein the 
hypertext documents are pages in the world wide web. 

3. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein the 
hypertext documents are sites in the world wide web. 

4. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein the 
hypertext documents are documents in a hypertext database. 

5. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein an 
expert reverse index is constructed in memory for keywords appearing in the 
expert documents, the expert reverse index identifying the location of the 
keywords in the expert documents. 

6. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 5, wherein a 
keyword of an expert document is included in the expert reverse index if the 
keyword is part of a key phrase that qualifies at least one URL in the expert 
document. 



134443.01/2162.14900 



Page 14 of 18 



HP PDNO 200308296-1 



Appl. No. 09/418,418 

Appeal Brief dated October 13, 2004 

Reply to final Office action of June 29, 2004 

7. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 6, wherein a key 
phrase qualifies a URL if the URL is within the scope of the key phrase in the 
expert document. 

8. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 6, wherein a key 
phrase in an HTML title qualifies all URLs in the entire document. 

9. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 6. wherein a key 
phrase in an HTML heading qualifies all URLs in that portion of the document 
before a next HTML heading in the document of greater or equal importance. 

10. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 6, wherein a key 
phrase in an HTML anchor qualifies the URLs in the anchor. 

11. (Previously presented) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, 
wherein forming a set of expert documents includes: 

determining a document having at least a predetermined number of 
outlinks to be an expert document if the document also points to at 
least the predetermined number of targets on distinct non-affiliated 
hosts. 

12. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 11, wherein expert 
documents additionally must point to documents that share the same broad 
classification. 

13. (Canceled). 

14. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein ranking 
target documents pointed to by the expert documents includes: 
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determining a plurality of edge scores for each target docunnent, where an 
edge score is determined for edges between the expert documents 
and the target document; 

determining a target score in accordance with the edge scores of the 
target document; 

ranking the target documents in accordance with the target scores. 

15. (Previously presented) The computer-implemented method of claim 14, 
further including: 

determining an edge score only for those links to the target document from 
a predetermined number of top-ranked expert documents. 

16. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 14, further 
including selecting target documents to be ranked that are linked to by at least 
two mutually non-affiliated selected expert documents, where the selected target 
also is not affiliated with the expert documents. 

17. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 14, where an edge 
score between an expert document and a target document ES(E,T) is determined 
as follows, where ExpertScore reflects the rankings of the expert documents: 

a) find #occurrences of each keyword in all keyphrases of expert 
document E 

b) if the #occurrences for any keyword in E is 0: ES(E,T)=0 

else ES(E,T)=ExpertScore(E) * sum of #occurrences for all 
keywords. 

18. (Original) The computer-implemented method of claim 14, wherein, if two 
affiliated experts have edges to the same target, the edge having a lower edge 
score is discarded and is not used to determine the target score. 
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19. (Previously presented) The computer-implemented method of claim 18, 
wherein two hypertext documents are affiliated if at least one of the following is 
true: 1) they share the same rightmost non-generic suffix and 2) they have an IP 
address in common. 

20. (Previously presented) An apparatus that searches a large number of 
hypertext documents in accordance with a search query, comprising: 

a software portion configured to form a set of expert documents from the 

set of all documents crawled without reference to the search query; 
a software portion configured to rank the expert documents in accordance 

with the search query; 
a software portion configured to rank target documents pointed to by the 

ranked expert documents; and 
a software portion configured to return a results list based on the ranked 

target documents. 

21 . (Previously presented) A computer program product, comprising: 

a computer usable medium having computer readable instructions stored 
therein to search a large number of hypertext documents in 
accordance with a search query, including: 

computer readable program code devices for causing a computer to 
form a set of expert documents from the set of all documents 
crawled without reference to the search query; 

computer readable program code devices for causing a computer to 
rank the expert documents in accordance with the search 
query; 

computer readable program code devices for causing a computer to 
rank target documents pointed to by the ranked expert 
documents; and 

computer readable program code devices for causing a computer to 
return a results list based on the ranked target documents. 
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22. (Previously presented) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, 
wherein ranking the expert documents in accordance with the search query 
comprises: 

determining a level score for each of the expert documents; 
determining a fullness factor for each key phrase on each of the expert 
documents; and 

determining an expert score for each expert document in accordance with 
the level score of the expert document and the fullness factors for 
the key phrases of the expert document. 

23. (Previously presented) The computer-implemented method of claim 1, 
forming a set of expert documents occurs before a search query is received. 
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